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24 June 2010 
Reference: 0116794 
 
 
 
Ms. Marilyn St. Fleur 
RCRA Facility Manager 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 1 
1 Congress Street, Suite 1100 
Boston, Massachusetts 02114-2023 
 
Re: Response to Comments Regarding the Quality Assurance Project 

Plan for Ongoing Activities at the Former CEE 
Associates/InteliData Facility 
 80 Pickett District Road 
 New Milford, CT CTD044121697 

 
Dear Ms. St. Fleur: 

In correspondence dated January 2007, the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) provided comments related to the Quality 
Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) prepared by ERM Engineering & 
Consulting, Inc. (ERM) for the above-referenced site.  ERM drafted this 
response, on behalf of CEE Associates (CEE), to address EPA's 
comments.  Please note that the changes described herein have already 
been implemented, as appropriate. 

For ease of reference, ERM has indicated EPA's comments in bold italics.  
The numbering system below has been preserved from EPA’s January 
2007 correspondence. 

Comments on September 2006 QAPP Revisions 

1. Page 4-2, Section 4.2.1. Operation and Maintenance (O&M) of Soil 
Vapor Extraction/Air Sparge System 

Some of the bullets in this section reference figures apparently provided 
in a separate document not included with the QAPP (e.g, the third bullet 
references Figure 12 in Appendix A, the fourth bullet references Figure 13 
in Appendix A).  Therefore as these figures could not be found in the 
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QAPP, the sampling locations for the Soil Vapor Extraction/Air Sparge 
System were not reviewed.  Please include these figures in the QAPP. 

These figures were inadvertently omitted from the September 2006 
submittal.  They are attached to this document for EPA’s review and 
inclusion in the final QAPP.  

2. Page 4-3, Section 4.2.1 Operation and Maintenance (O&M) of Soil 
Vapor Extraction/Air Sparge System 

The first bullet states that the laboratory will analyze the CVOCs by 
Method TO-14A.  Method TO-14A is missing from Appendix E Spectrum 
Analytical SOPs.  Please add Spectrum Analytical TO-14A to the 
Appendix. 

This SOP was inadvertently omitted from the September 2006 submittal.  
The SOP has been added to controlled copies of the QAPP and is 
attached to this document or EPA’s review and inclusion in the final 
QAPP. 

3. Page 4-9, Section 4.4 Analytical Methods 

The Tables list 1,4-dioxane analytical method as Method 8260B.  
However, Table 8 Project Action Limits does not list the action limit for 
1,4-dioxane.  Spectrum Analytical Method 8260B  lists the PQL as 20 
ug/L for 1,4-dioxane.  The response to General Comment 1 in the October 
11, 2006 letter prepared by ERM stated that 20 ug/L will be used as the 
action limit.  Please add the 1,4-dioxane limit to Table 8. 

This change has been made.  A copy of the revised Table is included for 
EPA’s review and inclusion in the final QAPP. 

4. Page 5-2, Section 5.2 Project Reports 

The first paragraph states that the results of the ground water and soil 
vapor monitoring will be reported to the CT DEP.  Please also report 
these results to the USEPA.  

This change has been made.  A copy of revised Page 5-2 is included for 
EPA’s review and inclusion in the final QAPP. 
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5. Table 6 Sampling Matrix and Analytical Sampling Methods/SOPs 

The samples collected for 1,4-dioxane analysis should not be preserved 
with HCl.  Only cooling to 4ºC is necessary.  Please modify Table 6 
accordingly. 

Groundwater samples will be analyzed for 1,4-dioxane via EPA Method 
8260B, in accordance with Spectrum Analytical’s SOP (attached).  The 
SOP, which complies with Connecticut’s Reasonable Confidence 
Protocols (RCPs), specifies use of collection method 5030 or 5035, and 
requires the preservation of the aqueous sample with HCl in order to 
prevent the generation of daughter products or reduction in parent 
products due to biodegradation of organics prior to analysis.  The 
compound 1,4-dioxane is not readily biodegradable and 1,4-dioxane is 
not a degradation biproduct.  Therefore, pH adjustment of a sample to be 
analyzed for 1,4-dioxane to preserve contaminant concentrations is not 
required.  However, EPA has not provided evidence that the addition of 
HCl will change the concentration of 1,4-dioxane in the sample or the 
laboratory’s ability to meet project reporting limit requirements. 

Currently, 1,4-dioxane is included in Spectrum Analytical’s standard 
analyte list for Method 8260B and analyzed in concert with other VOCs, 
from a single sample.  In order to provide an unpreserved sample for 1,4-
dioxane analysis, an additional sample would need to be collected and 
prepared, increasing required sample volumes and analytical costs.   
Spectrum Analytical’s SOP for 8260B, including HCl preservation, 
provides PQLs equal to the project action level of 20 ug/L for 1,4-
dioxane.  Based upon the data available, 1,4-dioxane and VOC analysis 
will continue to be conducted on a single aqueous sample preserved with 
HCl, using EPA Method 8260B. 

6. Appendix F ERM Standard Operating Procedures Low Flow 
Sampling Procedure 

Since the calibration procedures for the field parameters vary between 
manufacturers, please use the USEPA Region I Draft Calibration of Field 
Instruments (temperature, pH, dissolved oxygen, conductivity/specific 
conductance, oxidation/reduction potential [ORP], and turbidity), June 
3, 1998 (enclosed), for consistency in instrumentation calibration. 

ERM will use the provided EPA guidance for calibration of low-flow 
sampling instrumentation. 
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7. Note that there was no comment number 7 in the EPA letter. 

Comments on October 11, 2006 Response to Comments 

8. Comment 8 from EPA’s July 27, 2006 letter noted, among other things, 
that the low flow sampling procedure is designed for wells having a well 
screen length of 10 feet or less…[M]onitoring wells ERM-9, BR-1, BR-2, 
BR-3, BR-4, and BR-5 have screen lengths greater than 10 feet…For any 
overburden wells with well screens greater than 10 feet (ERM-9, for 
example), please explain what the data from these wells represent.  Was 
any sampling performed in these wells at various depths to determine 
the optimum sampling depth(s)? If the low flow sampling procedure is 
used to sample wells with greater than 10 foot screen lengths, resulting 
groundwater data should be qualified as “estimated.” 

Downhole geophysics were conducted in 2001 and 2006-2007 on bedrock 
wells BR-1, BR-2, BR-3, BR-4, BR-5, and the Production Well, to 
determine groundwater flow characteristics and optimal sampling 
depths.  The results of the geophysics, as well as a pump test conducted 
on BR-1, were reported in the June 2002 Summary Report and Phase III 
Work Plan and the March 2008 Annual Report: Status of Remediation, both 
previously submitted to the CT DEP and EPA.  Additionally, ERM 
conducted FLute© conductivity studies at bedrock wells BR-5 and BR-3 
in 2007.  The results of the FLute© studies are also summarized in the 
March 2008 Annual Report Status of Remediation.  

These techniques were used to assess the likely presence of transmissive 
fractures in the competent bedrock.  The critical findings were: 

• Numerous possible fractures were noted, but only “weak” 
transmissivity was noted; 

• FLute© evaluation indicated limited or no measurable water flow; 

• A major water-bearing fracture was not encountered until 480 feet 
below grade (well bottom of Production Well). 

The results of these analyses strongly suggest limited or nonexistent 
transmissivity in the competent bedrock.  Limited transmissivity was 
noted in the shallower portions of the bedrock, most likely associated 
with weathered, more heavily fractured portions of the bedrock matrix. 
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The data from the geophysical studies indicated that very little 
preferential flow is present in the bedrock, suggesting no optimal “worst-
case” sampling interval is present.  Continued sampling at the midpoint 
of the borehole or screen section will provide comparability with 
historical data.   

Monitoring well ERM-9, which was installed during the evaluation of 
potential historical releases from AOC 10, is the only overburden 
groundwater monitoring well in the proposed monitoring plan with a 
screen section greater than 10 feet.  The data collected from this well will 
not be required to demonstrate post-remedial compliance with the CT 
Remediation Standard Regulations (RSRs), as no remediation of AOC 10 
is required.  No evidence of contamination was indicated during the 
installation of the well, and no contaminants have been detected in 
samples from this well (2001, 2004).   Groundwater data from samples 
collected from this well are intended to act as an indication of overall 
groundwater quality on the southwestern portion of the site, and 
represent the average concentration in overburden groundwater from 5 
to 25 feet below grade.  

Table 6 lists MW-17 screen interval as “Unknown” and therefore it is 
unknown what this data represents… 

MW-17 has been destroyed and is no longer included in the monitoring 
program. 

The response to Comment 8 also states that, where possible, a peristaltic 
pump will continue to be used for low flow sampling to facilitate data 
comparability.  As noted in EPA’s original comment, there are concerns 
relative to the use of peristaltic pumps, as they can cause degassing and 
loss of volatiles…EPA recommends that bladder pumps be used at wells 
where VOC concentrations are expected to be close to or below an action 
limit. 

Groundwater monitoring will be conducted using CT DEP low-flow 
sampling protocols, which allow for the use of peristaltic pumps.  This 
method is acceptable for monitoring VOC concentrations while the active 
treatment system is in operation, as it is currently.  To achieve 
compliance with the RSRs (approved by EPA as the bright-line standard 
for the site), additional monitoring will be required once the system has 
been turned off to verify that groundwater concentrations remain below 
action levels.  We plan to complete that portion of the monitoring effort 
using bladder pumps in response to EPA’s concern. 
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9. The October 11, 2006 response to Comment 9 explains the approach to 
be used for instrument calibration.  The response states “only if a 
significant variance from the standards is observed will the instruments 
be calibrated in the field prior to initial use.”  The term “significant 
variance” does not appear to be defined.  Please provide a definition for 
this term in the QAPP so that the sampler knows how to compare these 
two values. 

Rather than only calibrating instruments if/when a significant variance 
from the standards is observed, instruments will be calibrated in the field 
daily prior to initial use and a calibration check will be performed at the 
end of the day after sampling to determine if the instrumentation 
remained calibrated throughout the day.  A copy of the relevant and 
revised section of the QAPP is included for EPA’s review and inclusion 
in the final QAPP. 

Sincerely, 
 

Robert Drake, P.E., Ph.D, L.E.P 
Senior Project Manager 
 

 
Kevin P. King, LEP 
Principal 
 
Attachments 
 
cc: Andrew Davis, Dewey & LeBoeuf LLP 
 
G:\CLIENTS\CEE ASSOCIATES\CEE 2010 0116794\CORRESPONDENCE\QAPP RESPONSE TO EPA JUNE 24 2010 FINAL.DOC 



ATTACHMENT A (COMMENT 1) 
FIGURES 12 AND 13 

 







ATTACHMENT B (COMMENT 2) 
SPECTRUM ANALYTICAL TO-14A  

 

























ATTACHMENT C (COMMENT 3) 
TABLE 8 PROJECT ACTION LIMITS  

 





ATTACHMENT D (COMMENT 4) 
REVISED PAGE 5-2 FROM REPORT  

 





ATTACHMENT E (COMMENT 5) 
TABLE 6 - 1,4-DIOXANE ANALYSIS 

REVISION 
 





ATTACHMENT F (COMMENT 6) 
INSTRUMENT CALIBRATION 

 






